On 31 August 2016, in the midst of contract negotiations, the Brooklyn faculty of Long Island University (LIU) was notified that it was to be locked out over the Labor Day weekend. This bitter irony was not lost on my colleagues and me as we woke that Saturday without salary, benefits, or e-mail access.
1 Even though we expected the administration to try to derail the collective bargaining process as it had done to four other unions on campus, the intensity of the unprecedented faculty lockout took us by surprise. Catapulted into the national spotlight, we became a test case, best expressed by the hashtag #WeareallLIU. In what follows, I tell the story of the lockout, the events leading up to it, and its aftermath. Along with considering its personal and institutional impact, I link it to wider political implications for higher education and labor. Specifically, I argue that we need to build stronger unions on campuses, form coalitions across institutions and sectors, develop and disseminate a clearer analysis of the neoliberal "managed university," and cultivate resilience, not to adapt to untenable conditions but, rather, to exercise what geographers Danny MacKinnon and Kate Driscoll Derickson (2012) call "resourcefulness."
The Roots of Neoliberal Policy and the Rise of the Business Model It will be helpful to begin by recalling the inauguration of neoliberal policy in the 1970s by the Chicago Boys, a group of economists at the University Neoliberalism overturned Keynesian economics, in place since the New Deal, to redistribute resources back to the affluent classes by reverting to a free market economy pitilessly driven by profits. In a necessarily superficial gloss on this history, it is worth noting that the first major neoliberal experiments took place in Chile in 1973, after the US-backed coup replaced the democratically elected socialist leader Salvador Allende with the dictator Augusto Pinochet, and New York City in 1975, where Mayor Abe Beame struggled to save the city from financial disaster in the face of President Gerald Ford's refusal to bail it out, ingrained in collective memory that same year by the Daily News headline "Ford to City: Drop Dead." Calling it an "iconic case," David Harvey (2005) lists the structural changes ushered in by the fiscal crisis, including paying off bondholders before funding municipal services, reigning in city unions through wage freezes and social service cuts, and, for the first time, imposing tuition on students at City University of New York (CUNY). These measures, taken together, according to Harvey, "amounted to a coup by the financial institutions against the democratically elected government of New York City, and it was every bit as effective as the military coup that had earlier occurred in Chile. Wealth was redistributed to the upper classes in the midst of a fiscal crisis. The New York crisis was, [Robert] Zevin argues, symptomatic of 'an emerging strategy of disinflation coupled with a regressive redistribution of income, wealth and power' " (45).
The impact of neoliberal policies on higher education might be said to start with the tragically short history of open admissions at CUNY. That struggle for equal access, led by the city's majority black and Latino workingclass students, was central to the transformation of higher education in the 1960s. It was the imposition of tuition on CUNY students in 1976 that presaged the end of open admissions. By 1999, the CUNY Board of Trustees effectively ended the program by eliminating remedial courses at the senior colleges, relegating its beneficiaries to community colleges and private universities with lower admissions standards, like LIU Brooklyn. Since then, higher education nationwide has seen a steady erosion of student rights and faculty control of curriculum, shared governance, and academic freedom, accompanied by privatization through deep cuts to state and federal funding, financialization in the form of credit ratings as a primary indicator of institutional viability, steep tuition increases, mounting student debt, adjunctifica-tion, and intensifying attacks on organized labor. This assault on the integrity of academic institutions has in turn spurred and been spurred by the development of new online technologies, which, Andrew Delbanco (2013) notes, "can reign in the rising costs of colleges and universities" and serve as "a classic case of 'disruptive innovation.' " Although Delbanco expresses misgivings about online teaching, especially massive open online courses (MOOCs), he concludes that "the online future is already here." This perspective rehearses the neoliberal argument that such changes are inevitable acts of nature -or the free market -rather than the result of human decisions often engineered by powerful insider groups whose interests are driven by a raw quest for more power and profits.
Change is inevitable, part of a dialectical process in nature and society; however, how social institutions change is not given or predetermined but a result of policies that distribute wealth and resources more, or less, equally. As Delbanco makes clear, the driving force behind MOOCs is not a democratic vision of access but, rather, an unending need to expand to new markets. This entrepreneurial behemoth expresses the logic of the "posthistorical university" that Bill Readings (1997: 7) described as an "institution [that] has outlived itself . . . a survivor of the era in which it defined itself in terms of the project of historical development, affirmation, and inculcation of national culture." The "managed university" can thus be seen as a corollary to the globalization of capital, which Readings emphasizes has left liberal education, and much else, in ruins that no longer allow for a hero -"neither a student hero to embark upon it, nor a professor hero as its end" (7) .
Like neoliberalism, the "managed university" began to emerge in the 1970s in response to global economic crises and the radical social and student movements of the 1960s, such as the Berkeley Free Speech Movement, the Student Nonviolent Coordinating Committee, and Students for a Democratic Society. College campuses were centers of radical activity advocating for student, civil, and women's rights and opposing the Vietnam War and ties between universities and the military-industrial complex. Many of today's professoriate took part as students in those movements; later generations participated in the American Indian Movement, the Central America solidarity movement, anti-intervention and sanctuary movements, and other social justice activism in the 1980s and beyond, experiences that foster resilience even during latent or less visible periods of resistance. I recall educator and school reformer Norm Fruchter speculating at a literacy conference in honor of Paulo Freire in the early 1990s that many activists had fled into cultural work, often higher education, in response to the reactionary tides of the Reagan-Thatcher era, epitomized by Margaret Thatcher's dictum "there is no alternative" to capitalism. Yet even as one generation was bringing its organizational skills and political savvy to higher education, a new generation of antiglobalization activists was on the rise.
Prelude to the Lockout
Appointed in the spring of 2013, President Kimberly R. Cline was hired to improve LIU's financial outlook, particularly its bond ratings. With degrees in labor and industrial relations (BS), business (MBA), law ( JD), and educational and policy leadership (EdD), she served as chief financial officer of the State University of New York from 1999 to 2008 and as president of Mercy College from 2008 to 2013 (Cline n.d.) . Asked about her commitment to the liberal arts at a specially convened LIU Brooklyn Faculty Senate meeting in the summer of 2013, she replied, "If a program like history wants to be supported, it will have to demonstrate its relevance" (Stacey Horstmann-Gatti, e-mail to the author, 27 January 2017). She accelerated a wave of staff firings that started the spring and summer preceding her official tenure as president in what the Brooklyn Faculty Senate characterized as a "reckless manner," leading to an erosion of trust, a "destabilized" workforce, "poor morale," and loss of institutional memory with resignations of midlevel administrators, including a longtime registrar, dean of admissions, and beloved associate provost (Brooklyn Faculty Senate 2014). Cline also consolidated the multicampus institution into "one university" in a structural reorganization that eliminated provost positions at residential campuses. Rudderless for three years, the campuses are now each headed by a vice president of academic affairs (VPAA), appointed at Brooklyn after the end of the lockout without input or consent of the faculty. President Cline's first three years at LIU were thus marked by budget cuts to personnel as well as student scholarships, stipends, and assistantships that allowed the university to accrue a surplus and improve its credit rating, as well as failure to bargain collectively with campus unions and a steady infringement of faculty's purview over curriculum, programs, and governance (Brooklyn Faculty Senate 2014) . Between 2013 and 2017, enrollment decreased from 8,518 to 6,913 students, dropping by 377 students from 2013 to 2016, and by 1,228 students after the lockout from 2016 to 2017 (Long Island University 2017). On a continual basis, the president has upended the campus: she has relocated and consolidated academic departments, student services, and campus offices; required staff to assume multiple duties, including jobs for which they are not trained; and replaced scarce classroom space with a Bloomberg Terminal lab and a Center for Entrepreneurship. The style and substance of this transformation of the campus rest on her belief in disruption, expressed more than once in meetings with faculty, and her self-avowed principle of entrepreneurialism (Cline 2016) . While academic programs languished, student-run stores were created, funded, and promoted as exemplary educational practices, including a candy store and a clothing boutique.
In the three years leading up to the lockout, the faculty anticipated that the Cline administration would play hardball with the union. Campus security had been outsourced and two other campus unions were working without contracts, to be joined by a third in 2015. During the lockout, a fourth group of campus workers, janitors, was also outsourced, resulting in a rash of campus thefts and mounting filth. Wages, salary, and benefits for clericals have been frozen since 2012 (Schwartz 2016) . Hired by the board to deal with a budget deficit pushing the university toward junk bond status, Cline adamantly claimed at the first faculty senate meeting she attended in the summer of 2013 that she had nothing to do with firing dozens of staff, an assertion we do not believe yet cannot disprove. But we know she subsequently authorized mass firings across campuses.
2 Months before she was officially installed as the tenth president of LIU in September 2013, she had cast a pall of gloom and despair over the university.
Locked Out
On 6 September, already locked out for three days, the LIU Faculty Federation (LIUFF) was scheduled to meet in the sanctuary of the Lafayette Avenue Presbyterian Church, founded in 1857 as a "temple of abolition" that once welcomed Frederick Douglass, Sojourner Truth, Harriet Tubman, and escaped slaves who took refuge in its underground tunnels. At that meeting, after having woken on 3 September locked out of our campus, with no salary, no health insurance, and no access to e-mail or other LIU accounts, we were thrust onto the stage of history. We had no choice but to reject a bad contract that pitted a settlement of salary disparity between Post and Brooklyn fulltime faculty -caused by prior agreements to depress salary minima so as to raise base wages for continuing full-time faculty and create an Adjunct Benefits Trust Fund -against givebacks in adjunct wages, rights, and benefits and a two-tier system of worse employment terms for future full-time faculty. Further complicating the situation, the Post faculty union had agreed in the spring of 2016 to settle for these conditions in an extension of their contract to the fall of 2019. All but unanimously, the LIUFF declared that management's actions showed contempt not only for educational values but also for the working-class students of color at the Brooklyn campus, whose whiter, more affluent counterparts on Long Island enjoy 307-acre grounds complete with horse stables, billed without irony on the Post website as "the Land of Great Gatsby." In the packed sanctuary, we voted down the contract offer. Immediately reconvening as the faculty senate, we voted no confidence in Kimberly Cline. So did the Post faculty.
Given its considerable radio, TV, and print press coverage, readers can find daily, public records of the lockout. 3 The LIUFF was mobilized, energized, and out on the line every day. LIU Brooklyn students walked out of classes repeatedly, supporting us and protesting unqualified "replacement" teachers recruited from pools of LIU staff and faculty and adjuncts who applied over the summer on Monster.com. The student response was remarkable, revealing a level of consciousness and activism not seen on the campus for decades. Within days, student leaders had organized the LIU Student Coalition "in order to protect and preserve the best interest of the LIU Brooklyn student body when the administration fails to do so" (LIUSC 9 September 2016 ). The students' highly publicized threat to withdraw from classes increased pressure on the administration to end the lockout. Student newspapers at both campuses covered the story. The Pioneer editor at Post published a series of in-depth accounts that led to a gag order from the president forbidding LIU Post staff to talk to student reporters, cuts to the paper's budget that threatened its print viability, and other heavy-handed tactics designed to silence student dissent. 4 The New York State Teachers Union and the American Federation of Teachers, our parent unions, responded swiftly with extensive legal, financial, and organizational support. Teams of organizers showed up overnight and worked with the LIUFF to build solidarity with other unions, particularly the CUNY Professional Staff Congress; plan days of protest; and begin an investigation of the administration and the board to unearth any evidence that could be used in our counterattack. At a rally outside the campus, American Federation of Teachers president Randi Weingarten called Cline "a bad actor" and accused her of "Trumpism" for her irresponsible educational policies and union-busting tactics (Maniscalo 2016 Youth Project 100. Elected officials, including the New York City Public Advocate and several city council members, advocated for us as they blasted the administration's antilabor posture and contempt for academic integrity. The American Association of University Professors blog Academe published regular updates, and faculty unions, senates, and professional organizations sent messages of solidarity (see, e.g., Stygall 2016). 5 It was an exhausting but exhilarating ten days.
Those of us in the LIUFF leadership woke, slept, ate, wrote, spoke, and dreamed the lockout; we rose up in response to management's attack and learned overnight how to run a nationally visible campaign, publicizing what the LIU administration had transformed from an ordinary labor dispute into a national struggle to reclaim higher education. They gave us a public platform to explain that, while this particular administration, almost parodic in its overbearing neoliberal mien, might lack the finesse of more sophisticated academic heads, its policies reflected national trends in education. The point was not that we had discovered a new phenomenon -Readings and others had been writing about the ravages of neoliberal education since the 1990s. The point was that we as a faculty were experiencing it, viscerally and painfully, in a true existential crisis created by management's attempt to crush us, a crisis that invoked the hashtag #WeareallLIU.
The Neoliberal University
The LIU lockout must thus be understood both as a manifestation of widespread political-economic, structural changes and one university president's vision of higher education defined by buzzwords like disruption. As Inside Higher Ed blogger John Warner (2016) put it, what happened at LIU is "the ultimate expression of a much broader trend that has established the labor of teaching as essentially fungible." But it must also be understood as at least momentary proof of the power and resilience of faculty unions and the potential for cross-institutional alliances. LIU faculty and students resisted the lockout in the broader context of the corporatization of higher education, linking local to national and global forces of austerity and commoditization at every opportunity. But while linking our struggle to these larger trends amplified our voices and called attention to the ideological contest at the heart of the contract dispute, it did not help us at the negotiating table. During the lockout, we acted quickly, resiliently, and effectively in defense of union, faculty, and student rights as we insisted that professors with years of training and experience are not replaceable. Yet even as we claimed victory, one we would later explain was partial and quite possibly the prelude to a terrible defeat, all of us understood that at best we had won a battle in a larger war.
On the academic front, program review began in the spring of 2017, a process in which LIU had never engaged but that is now written into its strategic plan and mandated by the Middle States Commission on Higher Education, the university's regional accrediting organization. Despite lack of final faculty approval of academic program review procedures coauthored with administrators the previous year, some twenty programs, mostly in the college of liberal arts and sciences, were summarily informed that they were "stayed," "sunset," or "consolidated." The longtime dean of that college stepped down and was replaced -after a failed search -over the summer by a new dean whose academic bona fides the faculty approves but who faces some steep challenges. Graduate student budgets were drastically cut over the summer, with the English department suffering a whopping loss of 90 percent of its annual funding. A drastic, board-mandated reduction of core curriculum credits from an admittedly bloated 55 -56 to 30 -34 was fully implemented in the fall of 2018. Adding to the consternation of liberal arts and sciences faculty and a growing list of violations of shared governance is the approval by the board in January 2017 of a bachelor of business administration that reduces required core courses. Rejected on principle by the campus curriculum committees, the proposal contested the purview of the college of liberal arts and sciences and may pave the way for other schools on campus to bypass faculty approval of curricular changes. Each of these attacks on faculty authority over academic matters was followed by a faculty senate resolution and appeals to outside bodies, including Middle States and the New York State Department of Education.
Attacks on academic integrity and campus unions take different forms in public and private institutions and in different regions across the country. But they echo everywhere in perceptions of what Ellen refers to as the "lost soul of higher education," and Michael Fabricant and Stephen Brier (2016) , in a more recent critique of austerity policies, describe as "fighting for the soul of higher education." This invocation of the "soul" of higher education resonates with my own deep sense of loss and grief in witnessing the transformation of an institution that, while never fully able to realize its potential for as long as I have been there, served a working-class, first-generation, exceptionally diverse student population more or less honorably, with genuine care and, at times, a certain genius. That ethos has been sorely tested by budget cuts; rapid turnover of poorly paid, poorly treated staff; contraction of academic programs often replaced by entrepreneurial opportunities; and an authoritarian atmosphere of fear and distrust. For the vast majority of LIU Brooklyn faculty, the experience of being locked out broke the last threads of mutual respect and trust in working with the administration on projects like strategic planning and outcomes assessment.
At a meeting in March with the president and campus VPAA, advertised as a "listening session" to obtain faculty's criteria for the qualifications of a senior VPAA, the president essentially blamed the handful of us who showed up for the failure of the first dean search that year for the liberal arts and sciences college. We had presented a negative view of the university, she claimed. Essentially, as I recall, she said we had to move on and recognize that the "past is past," echoing the board chairman's e-mail to faculty a month after the lockout, in which he counseled, "We cannot undo the past but we can work to ensure that it is not repeated and to finding solutions that maximize the interests of our students, faculty and university in this competitive environment." In that same message, he rhetorically asked, "Who is to blame for the current labor disruption and the recurring troubled labor relations?" He went on to declare it is "nonsense when we hear it is only the Board or administration that is to blame" (Eric Krasnoff, email to LIU stakeholders, 5 October 2016).
Even as we decried these quintessentially Orwellian deflections of blame -what Nancy Welch (2011: 545) aptly refers to as la langue de cotonfor the lockout, which management had peculiarly rationalized as a response to a routine strike authorization vote, it was becoming clear that, outraged as we were, we had no choice but to cooperate with the administration to do the work of the university. As hard as it is to feel optimistic about our capacity to resist "academic capitalism" (Rhoades and Slaughter 1998: 33) , we need to remind ourselves that despair has no place in activist struggles. Let me turn, then, to an analysis of the underlying problems and the role of resilience in moving forward strategically at LIU, in composition and rhetoric, and in higher education generally to resist what often seem like inexorable, invincible forces.
The Dialectic of History and the Material Forces That Shape It
It is helpful to understand human history as a dialectic between what Laurence Cox and Alf Gunvald Nilsen (2014: 97) call "movements from below" and "movements from above" engaged "in struggles over historicity. . . . That is, they engage and encounter each other in struggles over the direction and form of the development of the social organisation of human needs and capacities." We are currently in a stage of counterhegemonic, localized struggle that attests to the resilience and persistence of oppressed, subordinate groups. While I am pretty sure that the radical wing of the professoriate, including many veterans of social justice movements and political parties, does not in fact dominate higher education as rightwing ideologues like David Horowitz (2007: 38) assert, it is certainly a force among faculty ranks. More important, the broader democratic, social justice, scientific values it embraces are pervasive in academe, as one would expect in a population whose commitment to evidence-based analysis, critique, and scientific, social, and humanistic research has been cast of late into an almost heroic spotlight by the election of Donald Trump and the proliferation of alternative facts, fake news, and challenges to reasoned discourse, most alarmingly, given the consequences, the denial of the scientific consensus on climate change.
The point is that the assault on higher education that began in the 1970s and threatens now to destroy its soul -not just the ruins of the nineteenth-century German model of education but the hopes and aspirations of twentieth-century struggles for the right to an education -is not only an economic response to the collapse of the New Deal coalition and the financial crisis of the 1970s but also a political response to the militant social justice demands of the 1960s. As much as the redistribution of resources by privatizing public education and shifting the cost of college from federal and state governments to students has been part of the economic plan, the power elite is also retaliating against a faculty whose liberal, if not radical, world view at once threatens the transformation of the university into "a transnational bureaucratic corporation" (Readings 1997: 3) and conflicts with the neoliberal agendas of many boards of trustees -and, increasingly, university presidents -who come not from the ranks of faculty but from corporate backgrounds and whose primary objectives are efficiency, cost cutting, union busting, and profitability. 6 The circular logic by which universities and colleges have to varying degrees adopted business models of strategic planning punctuated by empty calls for excellence and quality -terms emanating from corporate practices like "total quality management" that are "totally meaningless" because they are "non-referential" (Readings 1997: 22) -has been relentless and demoralizing. Although the effects of corporatization at LIU began to be viscerally felt only with the appointment of the new president in 2013, the process had clearly begun after the 2008 financial crash when university leaders made the rounds to academic divisions to discuss the financial status of the institution and set in motion a wave of early retirement packages and an austerity contract in 2011, basically a donation from the union to the university of money and time to right the proverbial ship. The Great Recession hit universitiesincluding elite Ivies -hard, and in that interregnum when Marx regained mainstream credibility and the Washington Post and Wall Street Journal asked if the crash marked the end of American capitalism, institutions like LIU that had not yet adopted a business model and were on the verge of junk bond status, according to Moody's, appeared to have no choice but to capitulate to the dictates of the market. Accompanying the corporatization of higher education as a business whose raison d'être is to serve consumers has been the literal transformation of universities and colleges into centers of innovation, entrepreneurship, and commercial enterprise.
Presumably, President Cline's penchant for "disruption" at LIU Brooklyn is inspired by Clayton Christensen's influential theory of disruptive innovation, a microeconomic approach to individual firms rooted in macrolevel analysis of market economies, particularly economist Joseph Schumpeter's theory of the creative destruction of capitalism. However, Christensen's theory has recently been the subject of considerable criticism. Andrew A. King and Baljir Baatartogtokh (2015: 83) argue that many of the business firm case histories analyzed by Christensen and Michael E. Raynor "do not correspond closely with the theory." In their study of these businesses, King and Baatartogtokh conclude that incumbent companies often fail not because they "lack the values" or "modes of interaction" necessary for disruptive innovation but because of "fundamental transitions in technology" (83) and "fundamental structural barriers" (84) -that is, because of material conditions, not failure to innovate disruptively. As Marx (1859: n.p.) famously argued, "It is not the consciousness of men that determines their existence, but, on the contrary, their social existence that determines their consciousness." Writing in the New Yorker, Jill Lepore (2014: n.p.) notes that since the popularization of Christensen's theory, "everyone is either disrupting or being disrupted." Her ironic view of disruption as the rhetoric of "panic, fear, asymmetry, and disorder" resonates with the experience of faculty, staff, campus workers, and students at LIU Brooklyn. The impact of Cline's disruptive leadership left the campus demoralized and reeling from disorder (Brooklyn Faculty Senate 2014) -which brings me back to the aftermath of the lockout and the question of resilience.
LIUFF members who sat at the bargaining table described frustrating sessions with little to no movement, including one in which the president and the board chairman, ostensibly there to state their desire to settle, threatened that a strike would jeopardize faculty jobs. They went on to say we should be thankful we had been locked out in September because if we had gone on strike, we could have all been fired. Justifiably afraid of retaliation, many untenured faculty declined to participate even in low-risk actions like signing a petition for a fair contract. As we prepared, weak and divided, to vote on the last best final offer before the contract expired on 31 May, we faced three scenarios: (a) management could impose a contract on the basis of a bargaining impasse; (b) a frightened membership could ratify a bad contract that would benefit some tenure-track faculty via the parity settlement while abandoning adjuncts and new full-time hires by accepting a two-tier system of salary and benefits and giving back hard-won gains, including an Adjunct Benefit Trust Fund; or (c) faculty could reject the offer, risking an imposed contract but preserving the right to strike. 7 On 1 May 2017 -May Day (International Worker's Day) -the faculty voted overwhelmingly to ratify management's offer, essentially unchanged from the one presented at the Lafayette Avenue Baptist Presbyterian Church on 6 September.
Building Capacity for Resilient Resistance, Resourcefulness, and Social Transformation I turn last to how the situation at LIU illuminates the need to reassess the notion of resilience, a term widely invoked in diverse social spheres including ecology, education, health care, psychology, business, and political activism. Symptomatic of "the university in ruins," what Terry Eagleton (2015) calls higher education's "slow death," the lockout was a test case whose long-term effects at LIU and elsewhere remain to be seen. Since the loss of degree programs, consolidation of departments, and swift, drastic reduction of the core curriculum in the 2017 -18 academic year, other major changes have occurred, including a sharp increase in denials of promotion, tenure, and reappointment; additional staff firings; and the sudden unification of campus athletic programs into one LIU to compete in NCAA Division I sports. Enrollment at both campuses has continued to plummet, creating workload issues for faculty and degree requirement issues for students. The lockout struck a deadly blow to LIU's institutional reputation and integrity, leaving the faculty demoralized, divided by the contract ratification vote, and traumatized by management's relentless, five-year-long, corporate-style institutional takeover. Now the faculty's capacity to resist depends, at least in part, on its capacity to overcome division, anger, distrust, and despair in its own ranks.
It is in this context that resilience becomes a critical term of engagement. In their introduction to Feminist Rhetorical Resilience, Elizabeth A. Flynn, Patricia Sotirin, and Ann Brady (2012: 1) define a feminist perspective on resilience as "rhetorical, relational, and contextual." They contest narrowly individualistic, psychological, entrepreneurial definitions of resilience, arguing instead for a broader understanding of it as "communal, relational, and social" (5) . Further, they emphasize its rootedness in rhetorical engagement and "the classical Greek tradition of métis as a contextualized intelligence" (8). According to Diane Coutu, resilience is composed of three overlapping qualities: an acceptance of reality, a belief in the meaningfulness of life, and a capacity to improvise. Extending this argument to Claude Lévi-Strauss's notion of bricolage, Coutu describes resilience as "a kind of inventiveness, an ability to improvise a solution to a problem without proper or obvious tools or materials" (qtd. in Flynn, Sotirin, and Brady 2012: 9) . Flynn, Sotirin, and Brady describe this feminist conception of resilience as "a different way of thinking about how people might confront power -not with aggression or overt confrontation but with flexible, subtle, active responsiveness to the constraints and possibilities of varying circumstances, alliances, and contingencies" (9). In other words, resilience fosters active engagement with reality that can potentially change it, as opposed to feelings of defeat or undirected anger that can lead to immobility and powerlessness in the face of oppressive conditions. Marcus Keck and Patrick Sakdapolrak (2013: 6 ) make a similar point that "the underlying principles that constitute the resilience concept [are] persistability, adaptability, and transformability." Even though these traits can be useful tools in collective bargaining and other activist struggles, the emphasis on avoiding overt confrontation and enduring rather than solving problems is problematic for organized labor -for which the crucial lever of power is the strike. Furthermore, Keck and Sakdapolrak note concerns among scientists and social scientists that broad applications of the concept of resilience in ecological systems to social ecologies of human adaptation risk undermining its "conceptual clarity" and thus contributing to the "renaturalization of society" and "the re-emergence of a simplistic natural determinism" (5 -6) . They go on to lay out a theory of social resilience as "not only a dynamic and relational concept, but also a deeply political one" -one that understands resilience building as building political capacities (14).
However, even with that qualification, MacKinnon and Derickson (2012: 254) observe, "Resilient spaces are precisely what capitalism needsspaces that are periodically reinvented to meet the changing demands of capital accumulation in an increasingly globalized economy." MacKinnon and Derickson argue that resilience theory in the social sciences and public policy typically places the onus on individuals and communities to adapt to "global threats such as economic crisis, climate change, and international terrorism" (253). The term resilience is deeply conservative in social contexts in which it is used to normalize exploitative or poor conditions even as it is "assumed to be always a positive quality, imbued with notions of individual self-reliance and triumph over adversity" (259). Further, they contend that, for transformative social and economic justice activism to be effective, "uneven access to material resources and the levers of social change must be redressed" (255). As an alternative concept, they propose resourcefulness as a way "to animate politics and activism that seek to transform social relations in more progressive, anti-capitalist and socially just ways" and "problematize and redress issues of recognition and distribution" (255). They go on to explain that key dimensions of resilience of "greater public participation and accountability" pressure local groups and communities to adapt to adverse conditions in calls to resilience "defined by external experts and policy-makers . . . divorced from the sociopolitical realities of state authority and unequal power relations" (261). Such critiques reveal the contradictions of resilience understood in terms of individual grit or corporate sustainability and offer alternative approaches such as métis and resourcefulness to building collective capacities for struggle.
As my colleagues and I continue to work under conditions set by a collective bargaining agreement in effect until 31 August 2021, we will need to regroup on the basis of more than grit and positivity. Following Coutu's theory of resilience -and here, though I refer specifically to LIU, the principles of organizing apply broadly to other struggles in higher education and across sectors -we will need first to accept (and be responsive to) the reality of our situation: at LIU Brooklyn, ratification of a bad contract that leaves us without the weapon of the strike as management proceeds to restructure the university beyond recognition; and, more broadly, our own proletarianization in the professoriate along with other professional and middle-class groups and its implications for movement building. Second, we need to reaffirm the meaningfulness of higher education as a public good and a site of struggle for worker and student rights, one that for us at LIU will require a critical analysis of our role as a faculty union in response to the lockout and management's persistent threats and divisive tactics. Third, we need to develop the capacity to improvise, to practice métis as "the ability to understand shifting contexts and the opportune moments for change or subversion that emerge through them" (Flynn, Sotirin, and Brady 2012: 10) .
We will need to respond to events and circumstances inventively, cunningly, artfully, preparing for the next round of collective bargaining in 2021, developing alternative sites and possibilities for teaching and learning, discovering kairotic spaces for rank and file education and mobilization, making visible the "hidden transcripts" and "bottom-up politics of knowledge" of labor history, including our own -the LIUFF's, specifically, but also our collective knowledge -and resisting oppressive power systems by studying and subverting their forms, uses, and abuses (Cox and Nilsen 2014: 12) . We will have to overcome despair and work collectively to leverage all the rhetorical and political tools we have, named and unnamed, inventing new forms to meet the exigencies of these hard times.
That will mean finding ways at LIU to interact with administrators, many of whose viewpoints and interests are antithetical to ours, while simultaneously working to rebuild solidarity among faculty. A majority of Brooklyn faculty voted for the contract, no matter how destructive they believed it to be of the core values of the university or the principles of labor organizing. We need resolutely to analyze the events leading up to that May Day vote and draw lessons from it even as we continue to struggle as we did during the lockout to reclaim higher education. Across institutions and sectors, we need to build capacity and alliances responsive to the quickly unfolding realities of the Trump era, marked not just by the 2016 presidential election but also, more critically, by deepening socioeconomic contradictions and environmental crises that will ultimately shape our collective history. The lockout made the LIUFF temporarily resilient; it called us onto a public stage in a historic moment. Now all of us in and out of higher education need to buckle down to the slower, less visible, less heroic work of gaining critical clarity on the global and local impacts of neoliberal capitalism and, together, building the capacity to win the struggles ahead and prove that another world is possible. Semuels (2016) cautioned that LIU will "be remembered as the place of higher education that was the first to lock out its faculty"; and New York City Public Advocate Letitia James sent a letter to Cline, "advising her to sign contracts with all four unions and warning her that hiring replacement workers for
